Letter 44 


TOWN OF EDGARTOWN 


TELEPHONE 
OFFICE OF SELECTMEN (S08) 627-6180 
70 MAIN STREET, P. 0. BOX 5158 
EDGARTOWN, MASSACHUSETTS 02539-5158 hee 
(S08) 627-6123 
May 22, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


RE: Supplemental Draft EIS for the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Dear Mr. Silva: 


Logan Airport is a critical link in the transportation network for Martha's Vineyard. For 
this reason, the Board of Selectmen of the Town of Edgartown has monitored the environmental 
review process and 1S writing to peas comment on the Logan F EIR. 


Of particular concern to this region | is the ooeial implementation of peak period pricing 
at Logan Airport. Several times during the environmental review process government and 
business leaders on Martha's Vineyard expressed strong opposition to this policy because it 
threatens the island's access to Logan. Although not in the preferred alternative we are concerned 
that Massport moves a step closer toward implementing peak period pricing in the current DEIR. 


If peak period pricing were implemented, the only year-round carrier between Logan and 
Martha's Vineyard would be among the hardest hit and would be forced to cancel service to some 
communities. However, Massport acknowledges that there would be no estimable delay 
reduction benefit from the cancellation of these flights. 


Island residents rely on year-round air transportation to Logan for business, for access to 
the national air transportation network, and for health care. Loss of air service between Logan 
and the island would result in far reaching negative economic environmental and quality of life 
impacts for our communities. Loss of access to Logan would cripple the island's tourism 
economy and hamper our efforts to develop sustainable economic development. Furthermore, 
residents and visitors will have to rely solely on roads and ferrys to access Boston. These 
alternate modes of travel are already seriously congested. Under certain weather conditions, air 
service is the only way for residents and visitor to get on and off the island. 
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Silva, John C. 22: May 22, 2001 


The FEIR acknowledges the need to develop an exemption program to protect 
communities from the effects of peak period pricing. However, two round trips per day do not 
provide enough relief from the economic impact of peak period fees to sustain service. Potential 
exemptions based on use of runway 15L//33R require more definition to determine whether this 
would provide adequate relief. If peak period pricing is implemented Massport should consider 
other methods of exemption such as a 100-mile perimeter exemption, which would preserve 
access for New England communities. 


We share the concern that operations at Logan be safe and efficient. However, it appears 
that any delay reduction benefits of peak period pricing would be small and short-lived and 


insufficient to justify the substantial loss to residents of this region. 


Sincerely, 


Margaret ll. Be wie 
4 Smadbeck | 
Fred B. Morgan, lig ; fo 


BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
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Letter 45 


COMMON COUNCIL 
EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02149 


WAYNE A. MATEWSKY 
COUNCILOR WARD ONE 
86 LEWIS STREET 
617-389-5106 


ca: 2.7, 2eol 
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Enclosed isa petition with 71 names attached. The Chamber of 
Commerce for the City of Everett had a Government 
Reception on Wednesday, February 14, At the event, I talked 
with many people regarding the new runway at Logan Airport. 
Not one person in attendance was in favor of Runway 14/32. I 
thought you would like to know that the Citizens of Everett are 
very much opposed. 


Thank you for your time in this matter. 


Respectfully, 


wan epee OO tual : 


Councilman Ward One 


WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE OPPOSED TO THE 
LOGAN AIRPORT EXPANSION PLAN FOR THE NEW 
RUNWAY 14-32. IT WILL DRASTICALLY INCREASE AIR 
TRAFFIC IN THE GREATER BOSTON AREA, AND IT IS 
AN INEFFECTIVE, SHORTSIGHTED PLAN. 
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WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE OPPOSED TO THE 
LOGAN AIRPORT EXPANSION PLAN FOR THE NEW 
RUNWAY 14-32. IT Wl? DRASTICALLY INCREASE AIR 
TRAFFIC IN THE GREATER BOSTON AREA, AND IT IS 

AN INEFFECTIVE, SHORTSIGHTED PLAN. 
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WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE OPPOSED TO THE 
LOGAN AIRPORT EXPANSION PLAN FOR THE NEW 
RUNWAY 14-32. IT WILL DRASTICALLY INCREASE AIR 
TRAFFIC IN THE GREATER BOSTON AREA, AND ITIS _ 
AN INEFFECTIVE, SHORTSIGHTED PLAN. 
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Letter 46 


COMMON COUNCIL 


EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02149 


WAYNE A. MATEWSKY, PRESIDENT 
COUNCILOR WARD ONE 

86 LEWIS STREET 

(617) 389-5106 
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Letter 47 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
EVERETT CITY HALL 
484 BROADWAY 
EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02149-3694 


DAVID RAGUCCI PHONE: (617) 394-2270 
MAYOR FAX: (617) 381-1150 


March 26, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR-EOEA No. 10458 
Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to comment on the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR (EOEA No.10458) submitted 
by Massport with respect to the Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project. 


According to Massport the distribution of jet aircraft operations forecast, from an annual 1999 
low to an annual 2010 low, there will be a seven (7%) percent increase, indicating a constant 
upward north-south directional use in spite of Runway 14/32 being operational. In addition 
Runway 14/32 would increase annual numbers of flight to seventy-five thousand (75,000)as long 
as it remains unidirectional, a number certainly to have an adverse impact on the City of Everett. 


Although the runway is proposed as unidirectional, there appears to be no directive as to its 
permanence so that it may be amended or modified to become bidirectional at Massport’s 
selection thereby increasing the number of flights in excess of the seventy five thousand (75,000) 
expected. 


The forecast of percentages of directional flights of jet aircraft operations and the fact that runway 
14/32 whether unidirectional or bidirectional, will have an increased impact on the City of 
Everett. There will be an increase of noise endurance, an increase in vehicular airport related 
traffic and a decrease of air quality. This should necessitate an expansion of Massport assistance 
to communities, such as Everett, affected by the proposed runway. 


Although the economic strength of the Commonwealth is in large part dependent upon sound 
airport planning and management there must be a well-balanced plan to protect the communities 
surrounding Logan Airport from any environmentally intrusive impact. 


I wish to go on record as being in strong opposition to the proposed construction of the new 
runway at Logan Airport. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 


Letter 48 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
EVERETT CITY HALL 
484 BROADWAY 
EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02 1 49-3694 


DAVID RAGUCCI PHONE: (617) 394-2270 
MAYOR FAX: (617) 381-1150 


April 24, 2001 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street 

Room 2000 

Boston, MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of Logan 
International Airport, particularly the planned construction of Runway 14/32. Several 
reasons are apparent why the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) should advise 
the Federal Aviation Administration against the proposed expansion. Noise pollution, as 
well as other unfavorable environmental consequences are among the many reasons to 
oppose this plan. 7 


As you are aware, Massachusetts Port Authority prepared an Alternative 1A Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that details the agency’s plan to expand and improve 
Logan. This alternative plan includes the construction of Runway 14/32, as well as the 
construction of a new taxiway entitled Centerfield Taxiway. I also ask that you join me 
in the opposition of the Alternative 1A proposal. 


Communities surrounding Logan International Airport have long been affected by 
unpleasant environmental conditions such as noise pollution, air pollution and ground 
traffic. One of the many undesirable circumstances has been the increase in noise 
pollution to neighboring communities such as Revere, Winthrop and East Boston. It has 
been an ongoing battle of these residents to decrease the high levels of air traffic over 
their communities. In accepting the proposed Runway 14/32, flight traffic will be shifted 
over the Greater Boston Area to include communities such as Everett who will bear a 
greater amount of air traffic. 


It is believed that the state and federal government are responsible to create a plan 
that would divert the excess traffic at Logan to other commercial airports that would 
‘welcome passenger Service. 


Secretary Robert Durand 
April 24, 2001 
Page 2 


Communities surrounding Logan International Airport will have serious 
adversarial affects from the acceptance of the proposed Runway 14/32. Therefore, based 
on the above information, I cannot support the implementation of a new runway or the 
expansion of Logan Airport. 


I appreciate your assistance regarding this matter and I look forward to receiving 
the EPA’s response to these concerns. 7 


I am available to further discuss this matter at your convenience. 


Sincerely, | 
ae 
Se 


Mayor Bdavid Ragucci 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
EVERETT CITY HALL 
484 BROADWAY 
EVERETT, MASSACHUSETTS 02149-3694 


DAVID RAGUCCI PHONE: (617) 394-2270 
MAYOR FAX: (617) 381-1150 


Dear Resident: 


I would like to take a moment to personaliy thank you for attending the Logan 
Airport Rally held on Saturday, April 21, 2001 opposing the construction of Runway 
14/32 and for your endorsement requesting the Federal Aviation Administration [“FAA”] 
deny Massport’s intention for runway expansion. 


Several reasons are apparent why the Environmental Protection Agency should 
advise the FAA against the proposed expansion. Noise pollution, as well as other 
unfavorable environmental consequences, is among the many reasons to oppose this plan. 
Presently, aircraft noise is at unacceptable decibel levels and greatly impacts our city. 

In an effort to prevent the proposed runway, I ask that you send a letter to the 
following individuals expressing your opposizion to Runway 14/32. I have enclosed a 
sample letter for your convenience. Please note, comments are due no later than May 25, 


2001. 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 John C. Silva, Manager Environmental Programs 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs Airports Division, ANE-600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 

Boston, MA 02114 i2 New Engiand Executive Park 

Attention: MEPA Office Burlington, MA 01803 

Senator Edward M. Kennedy Senator John F. Kerry 

2400 J.F.K. Federal Building One Bowdoin Square, 10° Floor 

ston, MA 02203 Boston, MA 02114 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this worthwhile endeavor. 
— mM, 
Mayor Davig ee 
a 
Enclosures 


Cc: Wayne Matewsky, Massport/Logan Advisory Board 
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Letter 49 
Cily of Quincy, Matrachusls 


City Hald 


JAMES A. SHEETS, Mayor 


DANIEL R. KEATING 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 


BERNICE C. MADER 


ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 


June 4, 2001 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention: MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston MA 021 14 


and 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive park 
Burlington MA 01803 


Re: Final EIR Runway 14/32 and Centerfield Taxiway 

Dear Secretary Durand, Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 

These are the official remarks of the City of Quincy concerning the Supplemental Draft 
EIS/Final EIR for Massport’s “Logan Airside Improvement Planning Project”, including the 
proposed new runway 14/32 and centerfield taxiway. 

We have read your responses to our remarks on the previous drafts. We could certainly 
see that your office was deluged with peoples’ responses to the drafts. We appreciate the 


specific draft references that you pointed out to address some of the points we made. 
However, we also have to say that we are disappointed in some of the other replies. 


WAL @ oor 
1305 Hancock StrEET, Quincy, MA 02169 (617) 376-1990 RUIN QF oe 


June 4, 2001 

City of Quincy to EOEA and FAA 

Logan Airside Improvement Plan - EOEA #10458 
Comments 

Page 2 


aaa aE ————_[T_L—"][]>{{{_>—>TT=>>=*==[T_T[_[_[—==SSSSoSss=—_—_——_—oorooo nr rege 


In places where we referenced some items, such as our belief in considering a study for 
the siting and building of a new centrally-located, state-of-the-art New England airport, 
the response was “comment noted”. Unless EOEA or FAA actually includes require- 
ments for such a study on this or other items, then your responses of “comments noted” 
to our suggestions do not carry much weight. That being said, we also offer the follow- 
ing thoughts. 


A runway 14/32 will not begin to solve Logan’s problems; in fact, within a short time it 
will make them worse. This runway is not a delay-reducer but a capacity-enhancer. For 
the ostensible purpose of removing general aviation and commuter planes from the main 
flow of Logan traffic on certain weather condition days, the building of this runway, will 
allow new open slots to occur in the main traffic flow. Those spots will be quickly filled 
by other major airplane carrier flights. That will result in the new runway’s carrying the 
commuter and G.A. flights, PLUS the new additional flights filling in the slots from the 
planes moved over to runway 14/32. This is increased capacity, NOT delay reduction. 


The Air Transport Association, both last summer in Chicago and this spring again in wide 
ly covered press conferences, has publicly admitted that American airline companies’ poli- 
cies of scheduling too many planes to go into the same airports at the same time was the 
basic factor in why this nation’s air traffic system is not working and suffers substantial 
backups. Having disclosed this fact, they have not addressed it. The situation continues. 


At the new FAA.gov web page which presents the map of all of the major airports in this 
country from coast to coast in real time mode, if you go back and examine what was hap- 
pening in mid-afternoon on the date of Wednesday, May 16, 2001, you would have 
found the following: 


The FAA provides a U.S. map showing (via color coding) the real time, "on-time" flight 
status of airports all over this country - about the 35-40 largest ones. It was ironic to 
see that as of 4:00 p.m. EDT, every single airport in this country was listed as not 
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City of Quincy to EOEA and FAA 

Logan Airside Improvement Plan - EOEA #10458 
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experiencing delays EXCEPT Logan. We then looked at the local weather page and 
phoned the Automated Terminal Information Service number. Both listed the winds as 
17 mph NorthEAST, not WEST. Landings on 4 R and Takeoffs on 9 and 15R. They 
were allowing Visual Flight Rules to the 4R landings, and the ceiling was at 1900 so it 
was not visibility. It was not raining; there were no thunderstorms. What was going on 
at Logan that made it the ONLY airport with delays in the country? 


Randomly looking at the mid-afternoon of Friday, June 1, 2001 around 3:00 pm., we 
saw that only four airports had delays: Los Angeles, Atlanta and Raleigh Durham all 
having either significant fog or thunderstorms. Boston on the other hand had a “general 
delay” as the sun shone, with the temperature at 66 degrees, the winds at 5-10 knots 
from the northwest, Visual Flight Rules with ceiling at 5,000 scattered, runways 15L and 
4R for landings and 9 for takeoffs. Once more, why the delays? 


We intend to continue to monitor this FAA site to examine just how often Logan Airport 


is the only, or one of the only, delayed airports in the country and what the real reasons 
are. 


Last year, of Logan’s approximately 563,000 flights, 4% were delayed. Of those 4%, 
3% of the delays could not have been addressed by having an additional runway. Those 
3% of delays were based upon weather considerations mostly (snow, ice, severe thunder- 
storms, wind shear conditions) , shut downs at other airports, the communications tower 
at Logan blown over in a high wind, a multi-day power failure in East Boston, etc. 


Only 1% of those flights may have been helped by the existence of a runway 14/32: that 
is on days when NW winds at Logan prevent the tower from sending off what it claims are 
its maximum 110-115 operations per hour. 


Currently at Logan, 48% of all of the flights are regional aircraft, smaller, slower planes. 
Because the larger planes before and after them have to wait longer to take off or land 
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around them, Massport wants to move these turboprops over to use runway 14/32. 


As proposed, runway 14/32 would be a 5,000 foot, uni-directional, over-the water 
approach runway which will be used only by regional turbo craft. This “quick-fix 
solution” will not work. Most regional air companies are switching over from turboprops 
to jet craft. Jet pilots will not use a 5,000 foot runway because it will be too short when 
there are full sized runways to choose from. A perfect example is Philadelphia’s 5,000 
foot runway, 8/26. They spent $21 1,000,000 on it and it is only being used by one- 
third of the regional pilots. Baltimore airport has a similar problem. 


In section 8.3, you state: “No impacts to wetlands will result from the construction of 
runway 14/32 or the taxiway improvements.” When pilots begin to refuse to use 14/32 
because of its being too short, we communities expect that both FAA and Massport will 
have to protect their $70,000,000 investment and then file another EIR trying to extend 
the length of the runway. To do that would affect wetlands and would require the filling 
in of parts of Boston Harbor. That would indeed create a firestorm of opposition! 


Massport and the FAA have said that 14/32 would be exclusively uni-directional but so 
far there is only a promise from Massport to contractually honor uni-directionality in 
writing. With whom will they contract and how will the contract be enforced? A perfect 
example is Massport’s current attempt filed in Superior Court to overthrow its “promise” 
(through injunction) to citizens not to build another runway. Massport has left a four 
decade trail of broken promises, why should another one be believed by communities? 


Massport claims that the Hyatt Hotel and Conference Center lies in the path of the run- 
way and would prevents its use in the other direction. Hyatt is only allowed to operate 
on Massport’s land at Massport’s permission. At some point if Massport wanted to buy 
out Hyatt’s hotel lease, it would be free to do so and to raze the building. As it is, 
Massport just razed a noise protection blast fence bordering East Boston, which was also 
installed as a “noise mitigation measure” for the community. Another promise broken. 
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In the FAA Record of Decision it may well say that runway 14/32 will be uni-directional 
and will never be extended into the harbor. What the FAA has said however, is that 
Records of Decision can be revisited and revised. There are no regulatory enforcement 
remedies for communities if Massport does not perform as promised. 


Further, one of the tools necessary for running an efficient modern airport is what is 
called demand-management techniques. Massport does not practice those. Massport 
does not run transportation services from its own remote parking areas to other airports, 
which may actually be closer to the passenger than Logan. Not counting Massport’s re- 
cent acquisition of Worcester Airport, which used to carry a half million passengers a year 
until the place was allowed to devolve into a ghost town carrying 30,000 passengers a 
year, Massport has owned and controlled other airports and has not used its clout to em- 
ploy demand techniques there. 


More than 30% of all of the flights at Logan are what are general aviation or private 
flights. For example, Massport has owned Hanscom Field for many years and could 
certainly have exerted some leadership over the years to divert some of the general 
aviation traffic as well as commuter plane flights from Logan to Hanscom. Other states 
have been doing these types of things for years. Why not Massachusetts? We have 
Barnstable, Norwood, Bedford, Plymouth, Hyannis, Provincetown and other airports. 
Massport has done nothing to stimulate their possible role in relieving Logan. Instead, 
Massport has generally co-opted the viewpoint at the Massachusetts Aeronautics Com- 
mission and they have slavishly followed Massport’s lead. 


To give it credit, Massport at one point did try to implement one demand management 
technique, peak period pricing, charging an extra fee to airlines that wanted to send in 
flights during the absolute busiest periods of the flight day. It was prevented then but it 
should try again. National conditions have worsened to the point where it may work. An 
other demand management technique would be to put a ceiling on the number of flights 
that can Iand at Logan during a specific period or in general. This had only been currently 
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allowed at Washington National Airport. However, due to complete gridlock at La Guar- 
dia, they too have been allowed to set up a slotting system. Massport should also look at 
doing that. 


Massport knew it had to justify to the federal and state governments that 14/32 was a 
benefit and not a new environmental burden to someone, somewhere, because that is a 
requirement of the EIR/S process. 


In 1984, working with FAA tower personnel, the 26 CAC communities tried to come up 
with a plan to share airport noise more equitably. The system was called the Preferential 
Runway Assignment System (PRAS). Under PRAS, if one runway combination was used 
for more than 8 hours in 24 hours, or 24 hours in 72 hours, a signal was supposed to go 
off in the tower alerting personnel, and, if wind conditions allowed, they were supposed 
to try to relieve the communities who had been suffering for the 8 or the 24 hours. 


FAA tower personnel never really backed the PRAS and only made sporadic efforts to 
implement it. As the years went by, they tried less and less, and when the number of 
flights continued to grow and grow, they abandoned it altogether bowing to the need for 
speed in getting planes in and out the absolutely fastest way no matter how long they 
were using certain flight paths and runway configurations. 


In one of the most spectacularly cynical actions that Massport has ever taken, and there 
have been several, their pro-runway consultant group and Massport aviation personnel 
have resurrected from the dead this 16 year old PRAS plan and now they claim that 
14/32 will help implement the PRAS. Massport states that the PRAS will mitigate against 
the new runway and satisfy the environmental demands of the process. 


When Thomas Kinton, Massport’s Director of Aviation, was questioned at two public 
meetings by City of Quincy representative to the CAC, Bernice Mader, about the “new” 
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PRAS system, he was able to give no assurances. Mader asked him if the communities 
had to live with this new runway and the additional flights it will generate, and if the 

PRAS goals are again ignored or not met in any meaningful way, would Massport be 
willing to pay compensation to communities, who would supposedly be getting relief 
under this resurrected PRAS system, if indeed they get worsened conditions. Compen- 
sation such as Massport’s paying $5,000 a day to each community’s local government for 
use in the local community which has to live under a flight path for more than the 8 in 24 
or 24 in 72 hours. He said he did not think so. That is how much confidence Massport 
has in really enforcing the “new PRAS”! 


Also, consider that the “new PRAS” goals which Massport is now cynically hoping to en- 
force are now 17 years old. With what has happened at Logan in the past 17 years, for 
the Port Authority to go ahead to try to use a plan devised almost two decades ago is 
ludicrous. It was a completely different airport environment. Runway use percentages in 
2001 have changed dramatically since 1984. The Secretary of Environmental Affairs and 
FAA Director ought to be aware that Massport held not one single meeting with the com- 
munities re the resurrection of the old PRAS and that communities have not had one min- 
ute of input on this important Massport “mitigation” measure. When the old PRAS was 
proposed, communities met with Massport for over a year. We believe that this violates 
the requirements of the MEPA process. 


Additionally, once more, there are no enforcement regulations against the FAA or Mass- 
port if they do not live up to their promises and implement the PRAS system. There are 
no fines or other penalties. Based upon past history and behavior, there is not one fota 
of proof to believe that things would change given the pressures of increasing numbers of 
flights at Logan. PRAS will always lose out to demand and so will the on the ground 
citizenry. 


In this EIR, even though you reduced a community study area noise level from 65 to 60 
dB DNL or greater to qualify a community to be considered burdened with unacceptable 
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noise, you did not include any of Quincy in that area. The densely settled waterfront 
neighborhoods of Squantum and Marina Bay were conspicuously absent from your cal- 
culations. Squantum lies only two nautical miles from the end of the airport runways. 
On a clear night, one can easily see the lights on the landing strips at the airport from 
Squantum as well as hear planes idling on the ground. In your section 5.2.2.1 it says: 
“The water’s surface affects propagation of sound into shorefront neighborhoods and is 
not normally accounted for in standard Integrated Noise Model algorithms. If this fact 
were properly followed up, you would know that you would have had to include most of 
Quincy’s 27 miles of shorefront in your calculations and assessments of noise impact but 
you did not. The microphone which you say measured Quincy’s noise is listed at being 
located at Squaw Rock. There is no microphone there. If it is up and operating it is 
located on a utility pole on Bayside Road in Squantum. It has not properly operated in 
many years. When was it repaired and calibrated last? 


In fact, one of the other reasons for which you tout runway 14/32 is for its “over the 
water” takeoff and landing approaches. If we examine your computer-generated maps of 
where the jets and the turboprops go now and where they will be purported to go with 
the new runway (Figures 5.2.1 & 5.2.2) , you have clearly expected pilots to demon- 
strate flying abilities and characteristics of Biblical proportions. We use this allusion be- 
cause it is the Bible that contains the quotation about a camel fitting through the eye of a 
needle. Should a pilot even sneeze in the 5 second difference between flying over this 
city’s shores and flying off shore or even turn to speak to a co-pilot, Quincy will endure 
new noise - period. Even if the flights get somewhat offshore, your quote about noise 
coming off of the water and reflecting back into neighborhoods would still apply. 


This City is currently re-writing its noise ordinance. We have recently assigned several 
specifically trained personnel to take noise readings at Marina Bay and Squantum, obtain- 
ing the real “ambient” noise level not the ones proposed on your computer models. 
These noise readings will be taken on meters correctly calibrated to national standards 
and will have been examined by the City’s consultant acoustic engineer as well as a 
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nationally regarded acoustics firm, Cavanaugh Tocci. 


To have included in your noise study area Everett and Revere but not Quincy is illogical. 
Neighborhoods in Lakin Square, Wollaston Beach and North Quincy, as well as Squan- 
tum, Marina Bay, Germantown, Hough’s Neck, Adams Shore and Quincy Point easily 
have readings which are often above the 60 dB DNL levels. 


As for the Environmental Justice argument regarding the new runway, neither Massport 
nor FAA has even recognized the existence of Quincy’s very substantial Asian population, 
which in the past decade has grown to about 18,000+ out of a total city population of 
88,000+. If you check the 2000 federal Census data which are available from our Plan- 
ning Department and City Clerk’s Offices, you would see that a disproportionate percent- 
age of Quincy’s minority population is affected by noise, especially in North Quincy and 
Squantum. 


The 2300 or so acres of Logan Airport, with really only 1700+ acres being usable, are 
hugely inadequate to support a modern 22" century central airport. Locating such a 
facility elsewhere these days, would require a minimum of about 10,000 acres. No one is 
suggesting that Logan Airport be shut down, but to continue to expect that its paltry 
capabilities will be able to sustain this region’s expected air passenger/air flight growth as 
THE only MAIN airport is neither logical or reasonable. Massachusetts must further de- 
velop its regional airports both individually, and perhaps if one of those has the capabili- 
ty, supporting that regional airport which can serve as the equivalent of another Logan 
Airport. Boston is one of the ten largest national airport centers. Several of the others 
have more than one main airport. O’Hare/Midway; JFK/LaGuardia; Washington National/ 
Dulles; LAX/John Wayne, etc.. Why not Boston, especially considering the size shortcom- 
ings that Logan has right from the outset? 


Massport also must encourage states which border Massachusetts to build new or expand 
their existing airports since many Bay Staters could take advantage of those opportunities. 
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Massport claims to be doing this. Let us examine what they are really doing. Massport 
takes great credit for the explosive growth of T.F. Greene airport in Providence saying 
that it has promoted in billboard and radio advertising that Massachusetts residents go 
there for their flights . Greene Airport’s expansion was already exploding before Mass- 
port ever attempted to make that claim. Greene’s expansion was actually most closely 
allied with the rise and growth of Southwest Airlines at that hub, with Southwest’s 
$99.00 flights. 


For two years, chaired by Bernice Mader, this City’s representative and then CAC chair, 
the communities and a variety of Massport-assembled business representatives constitut- 
ing Massport’s Airside Review Committee, had sat through 16-17 multi-hour meetings 
listening to Massport’s consultant team’s decision of why 14/32 and the centerfield taxi- 
way is the only answer to Logan’s problems. 


Subsequent to that, came the panel assembled by then Governor Cellucci per at FAA 
Director Jane Garvey’s request to examine Logan problems and to try to come up with 
new ideas. That panel and the communities in attendance had to listen to the same Mass- 
port consultant presentations all over again. The only new ideas presented by Fred Sal- 
vucci, former Transportation Secretary and Professor Odoni at M.I.T. were rejected out of 
hand. Massport’s consultant group presented the same old ideas they had been present- 
ing for more than three years. Even though one of the purposes of this panel was to ex- 
amine other approaches to Logan’s problems other than runway 14/32, not a single new 
idea was proffered by Massport’s multi-million dollar consultant team. There was no ef- 
fort by the FAA or Massport to bring in any “think tanks” or innovative teams to recon- 
sider what had been proposed. It was abundantly clear that FAA and Massport had 
agreed that 14/32 and the taxiway was the solution and than any new ideas were not 
welcomed. 


This is an age when people want simple solutions to very complex problems. That cannot 
happen at Logan or at other airports. The problem is that there are more airplane pas- 
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sengers and more plane flights than the national capacity of our airports can bear. This 
problem requires national leadership and regional cooperation. We do not appear to 
have that in Washington. 


Former congressman, Norman Minetta, the new Secretary of Transportation, was not in 
office for more than two hours, when he held a press conference addressing national 
airport delay issues, stating that building new runways all over the country was the solu- 
tion, as well as easing environmental rules for accomplishing this same. It is clear that 
Mr. Minetta’s most recent previous job as a lobbyist for Lockheed Aircraft Corporation 
colored his thinking. 


New runways are a short term, inadequate solution to an ever- growing problem. Regional 
airports need to become full service airports. New airports need to be built. We fully see 
why other communities fight against expansion or new airports. They are not blind or 
deaf (yet). They see what effects airports like Logan have on us; the endless noise, the 
traffic, the air pollution, the interference with sleep and education, and peoples’ general 
health and well-being. 


We, the same 28 communities, should not and must not bear ever greater burdens of air- 
port expansion. The majority of us were here before the airport. We did not buy homes 
with a caveat emptor that we were buying near an airport. The airport-related problems 
have come out to attack us where we live. 


Instead of planning well and comprehensively for the demands of ever-increasing numbers 
of air travelers, we as a nation bury our heads in the sand and look for the quick fix. 


No one in this country is seriously examining national development and use of state of 
the art magnetic-levitation trains, which run on a cushion of air repelled by magnets, the 
same trains so very successful in Europe and Japan. Who is examining long range mono- 
rails; more high speed rail expansion such as Acela; high-speed, large capacity water June 
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catamarans; telecommuting and teleconferencing? If choices are there people use them. 


The Acela train is a perfect example. Ridership to New York and Washington is double 
what it was expected to be and demand continues to increase. The latent demand for 
high speed rail in this country in enormous, especially in certain corridors that are covered 
by hourly shuttle service from cities which are no more than four hours apart. Flights 

_ from Boston to New York and Boston to Washington D.C. make up about 30% of all pas- 
senger traffic at Logan. An Acela train from Boston to NY at 3 '4 hours, is not much 
longer than a shuttle flight anymore. Given a probable delay, the needed time for a flight 
from Boston to NY is about two hours. That time, however, does not include the time 
needed to taxi or take public transit into downtown NYC - Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens 
or other borough - bringing the time difference between train and plane down to about '2 
hour difference. The train arrives at Penn or Grand Central Stations where a passenger 
can easily connect with another mode of transit to the ultimate destination - generally 
with no wait. 


What runway 14/32 represents is the lack of vision and creativity surrounding air pas- 
senger Capacity issues not only at Logan but at all American airports. Building runways all 
over this land is not only not a quick fix, it is not a fix at all. New leadership with a vision 
of 22" century comprehensive intermodal transportation systems is what is needed not 
just more blacktop. 


Runway 14/32 and the Centerfield taxiway are not the answer. 


The City of REVERE, MASSACHUSETTS 
Office of the Mayor 
281 Broadway, Revere, MA 02151 
(781) 286-8110 Fax (781) 286-8199 
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Mayor , | 7 , bean 


BY HAND 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 8 
Attention MEPA Office . 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 . { ; 

251 Causeway Street Mt be P A 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Re: — Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project Final Environmental Impact 
Report 


Dear Secretary: 


I am writing on behalf of the City of Revere to express formally our opposition to 
Massport’s Preferred Alternative 1A identified in the Logan Airside Improvements Project Final 
Environmental Impact Report, the alternative which includes construction of Runway 14/32. The 
City of Revere has grave concerns that this alternative will have harmful effects on the health, 
safety and quality of life of our residents. 


I recognize at the outset that this brief letter of opposition in no way can substitute for the 
kind of expert analysis and scientific inquiry essential for an effective reply to the voluminous 
and highly technical report submitted by Massport. Unfortunately, a city of our size and humble © 
financial resources is incapable alone of marshalling the resources and professional talent 
necessary to prepare such a rebuttal. As a result, we are left with this short but heartfelt plea that 
you reject the Preferred Alternative on the simplest of grounds: that, despite its length, the 
Massport Final EIR fails to prove that Runway 14/32 is necessary to reduce airport delays. 


Simply stated, the facts and numbers buried within Massport’s dense report, perhaps 
intentionally. belie the contention that Runway 14/32 is essential for future delay reduction. On 
the contrary, the figures set forth in Appendix C at Table 4.5.1 prove that under the must likely 
scenarios for Calendar Year 2010, Alternatives 2 and 3, which do not require construction of a 
new runway, will provide greater delay reduction than Massport’s preferred approach. This one 
fact alone renders suspect Massport’s entire premise for Runway 14/32 and should be sufficient 
grounds for rejecting the Preferred Alternative. 


In closing, please note that the City of Revere is not unsympathetic to delays at Logan 
nor to their detrimental impact upon the regional economy. However, the City firmly believes 
that other alternatives for reducing such delays, including Peak Period Pricing, will in the long 
run prove far more effective than a new runway. It appears that Massport’s own numbers bear 
this out. Accordingly, the City respectfully urges the Secretary to reject the Preferred Alternative 
and direct Massport to pursue delay reduction by less detrimental options. 


Ce: The Honorable Revere City Council . | 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 
DoroTHy A. KELLY GAY 
MAYOR 


HEATHER E. ROWE CATHLEEN B. O’DEA 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
hrowe@ci.somerville.ma.us codea@ci.somerville.ma.us 

May 31, 2001 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs Mr. John C. Silva 

Attention: MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley Airports Division, ANE-600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 

Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 


Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Proposed Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Final EIR (EOEA No. 10458) 
Supplemental Draft EIS 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


The enclosed documents serve as comments submitted on behalf of the City of Somerville regarding the 
above referenced project. Please find copies of the following: 


A copy of my testimony presented during the joint federal/state public hearing on April 25, 2001. 
e Comments from Christine Wrigley, Director of Transportation and Commercia] Development, 
and City of Somerville representative to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC). 
e Comments from Paul Schomer, Schomer and Associates, Consultants in Acoustics and Noise 
Control. 


The City of Somerville has stated its opposition to this project throughout this process. However, the 
following comments specifically pertain to the SDEIS/FEIR and the inadequacies that we have found 
within the document. For the reasons discussed in the attached documents, the City of Somerville urges 
MEPA and the FAA to find the SDEIS/FEIR insufficient. 


Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments and for your consideration of the matters discussed in 
the enclosed documents. 


Sincerely, 


Lonel AKL 


Dorothy A. Kelly Gay, 
Mayor 
City Hatt @ 93 HIGHLAND AVENUE ® SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 02143 


& (617) 625-6600 Ext. 2100 ¢ TTY: (617) 666-0001 © Fax: (617) 625-3434 
Email: dgay@ci.somerville.ma.us ° www.ci.somerville.ma.us 
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MAYOR ¥ 


April 25, 2001 Federal/State Public Hearing 
Logan Airside Improvements Planning Program 


Final EIR Supplemental Draft EIS 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs John C. Silva 

Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 : Airports Division, ANE-600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 


Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 
| Burlington, MA 01803 


I am here today to state the City of Somerville’s opposition to Massport’s “Preferred 
Alternative” described in the joint Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR. As a proponent of — 
open government and public participation, I object to the lack of consideration that 
Massport and the FAA has exhibited towards the public input that has been provided 
throughout this process. 


Appendix C of the document indicates that the number of jet departures from Runway 33 
will increase from the 1999 level of 8,300 departures per year to 30,500 departures by the 
year 2015 as a result of the Preferred: Alternative (I would also like to note that the actual 
number of flights is not stated in the main document — percentages are used which is 
misleading in assessing the true impacts). This will result in a 272% increase in flights 
over Somerville and other communities northwest of the airport. Therefore, the Preferred 
Alternative will have a negative impact on the quality of life in our community due to the 
projected increase in the number of flights that will take off and land over the City of 
Somerville. 


Approximately 40 letters from Somerville residents were submitted to the Massachusetts 
Office of Environmental Affairs in response to the EIS submitted in 1999. These letters 
overwhelming document the concerns that Somerville residents have regarding both the - 
existing level of noise caused by overflights and the projected increase in flights and 
associated noise that would be generated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
However, these concerns were not given adequate consideration in the preparation of the 
most recent EIS/EIR. In fact, Massport’s response to these concerns in Volume 9 of the 
document states “The Day-Night Sound Level values in Somerville are less than 60 dB 
for the future scenarios.” Utilizing this statement as a response to noise concerns 
essentially states that the concerns of Somerville residents are unfounded because they 
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are outside of the FAA/Massport “impacted area” defined by computer models and 
unconfirmed by actual experience. Yet, telephone calls to Massport’s Noise Abatement 
Office by residents and the City’s participation in Massport’s Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) is an indication that Somerville is impacted by noise generated by 
Logan in spite of Massport’s determination that the sound level does not constitute 
“highly annoyed.” 


Additional comments to Somerville noise concerns by Massport is that “the Preferred 
Alternative would promote runway use in a manner that is more consistent with annual 
PRAS goals” and “the unidirectional Runway 14/32 would allow the controllers to - 
approach but still remain below the annual goals for these operations. The Preferential 
Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals were established based on a thorough public 
participation process in response to community noise concerns.” Consistency with PRAS 
goals is not an adequate response to the noise concerns of Somerville residents for the 
following reasons: 

1. The PRAS goals are outdated, having been deteigeed almost 20 years ago. - 

2. Somerville was not one of the participating communities in development of the 
PRAS, nor were half of the communities now represented by the CAC. 

3. The May 7,1999 Certificate signed by MEPA Secretary Robert Durand 
specifically stated, “the Final EIR should discuss whether any updates of the 
PRAS goals are contemplated.” Massport’s response to this request is that “there 
have been no significant demographic changes to warrant an update of the PRAS 
goals.” There does not appear to be any acknowledgement within the document 
that the CAC has rejected the use of the current PRAS as constituting a basis for 
mitigation and has formally requested the FAA to consider revision of the PRAS 
as part of an environmental review process. While the demographics may not 
have changed, community support of PRAS certainly has changed. 

4. Page 6-56 of the document indicates that PRAS is discarded in favor of capacity 
and number of operations. How can a substantial portion of the EIS/EIR be based 
on PRAS achievement when it is stated that Massport/FAA will utilize 
configurations that favor capacity over PRAS goals? The noise contours presented 
in the document are based on the use of PRAS, but should have been based on 
actual aircraft operations associated with weather and FAA operating procedures 
in order to provide a realistic indication of future noise levels. 


The EIS/EIR as it currently exists, is a public relations effort in support of the proposed 
Logan expansion. It is not a true examination of all available alternatives to reduce delays 
at Logan and has not addressed public concerns regarding expansion of Logan airport. 
Therefore, I would like to be placed on record stating my opposition to the Preferred 
Alternative described in the EIS/EIR due to the negative Hnpee this project will have on 
the City of Somerville. . 


Sincerely, 
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DIRECTORS 
Mary Jo Bohart 


Paul Connolly 
Sherri N. Geldersma 
Jeffrey R. Levine 


MAYOR 
STEPHEN M. POST 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
May 31, 2001 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs Mr. John C. Silva 
Attention MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley Airports Division, ANE-600 
251 Causeway Street New England Region 
Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 


Ge 


Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Proposed Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Final EIR (EOEA No. 10458) 
Supplemental Draft EIS 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


As the Somerville representative to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC), I have had the 
opportunity to participate in several discussions with Massport and the FAA regarding the 
Proposed Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project. Upon reviewing the SDEIS/FEIR, I 
noted numerous inconsistencies and areas of analysis that appear to be inconsistent with the 
purpose of a true environmental review process. I concur with the information contained in the 
comments prepared by the CAC Consultants and submitted to you on May 23, 2001. The 
discussion below summarizes some of the issues that are of particular concern to the City of 


Somerville. 
Noise 


As the Honorable Mayor Dorothy A. Kelly Gay stated during the public hearing on April 25, 
2001, the City of Somerville’s primary objection to the document is the failure to address the 
concerns of Somerville residents and many other communities regarding the potential for an 
increase in noise that will occur as a result of the proposed Logan expansion. In fact, the 
concerns are dismissed because Massport determined that Somerville is located outside of the 
defined noise contour. The numerous complaints by communities that fall outside of the 65 dB 
DNL is an indication that Massport's assertion that this noise level represents a “threshold of 
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incompatibility of residential land use with aircraft noise” is not representative of actual 
experience. 


In Massport’s response to letters received by Somerville residents, Massport acknowledged that 
flights over Somerville will increase and stated, “the highest resulting noise exposure in 
[Somerville] is estimated to be on the order of 55 dB DNL.” However, the document does not 
contain any explanation as to how this determination was made. Even if one assumes that 
Massport’s estimate of 55 dB DNL is correct, this should be considered a significant noise level 
for Somerville.to endure. As noted by experts in other comments that you have received (such as 
the consultants to the CAC), the 55 dB DNL contour should be used as the threshold of 
incompatibility with aircraft noise for the areas impacted by Logan. This revised threshold would 
include Somerville within the study area. : 


The study area for the SDEIS/FEIR is under-represented because it does not account for other 
areas that are impacted from noise from Logan. Massport does not have any noise monitors in 
the City of Somerville and excluded data from the noise monitors located in the surrounding 
communities of Everett and Medford in the noise models. This is of particular importance when 
one considers that the impacts on these communities are greatest during northwest wind 
conditions — the conditions under which proposed Runway 14/32 would be utilized. Therefore, 
the current noise levels experienced by communities stated in the SDEIS/FEIR are understated 
due to a lack of data for some areas. Therefore, the impacts of any expansion at Logan are not 
projected from a realistic baseline assessment of existing conditions. Permanent noise monitors 
should have been added to all communities affected by Logan flight paths as part of the analysis 


for the proposed project. 


The document fails to use all appropriate measures of disturbance in assessing noise impacts. 
The failure to include consideration of sleep disturbance as a serious impact of nighttime noise 
grossly understates the true impacts of noise generated by overflights. In addition, the location of 
noise monitors and modeling often do not account for the topography of the areas northwest of 
Logan Airport. The topography of these areas is such that a number of hills are directly under the 
flight paths from Logan. Although some of these communities are located further from the 
runways than others, the elevated areas experience substantial noise impacts similar to other 

# areas geographically closer to Logan. Somerville Alderman at Large, William White, submitted 
a letter to MEPA in April 1999 stating that he used “a Radio Shack Sound Level Meter to take 
measurements at Winter Hill. Depending on the altitude of planes, [he] measured up to 110dB 
outdoors and 75dB indoors with the windows closed.” This factor should be considered in noise 
monitoring and abatement programs, and also speaks to the noise monitor issue discussed above. 


Local Land Use Plans 


The stated purpose of Section 7.4 is to discuss “the long-term cumulative effects of the proposed | 
airside alternatives in the context of aircraft operations, and therefore focuses on a discussion of 
noise and air quality impacts.” The document states, “The proposed Airside Project is consistent 
with local land use plans.” The City of Somerville objects to this statement due to the impact this 
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project could have on the City’s plan to revitalize several commercial districts, particularly 
Assembly Square. 


Assembly Square is a 145-acre revitalization district at the northeast corner of the City and is the 
largest contiguous commercial/industrial area within the City. It includes 2/3 of the riverfront 
parcels in the City and has the greatest capacity for growth. It is located adjacent to the Mystic 
River, the designated flight path for Runway 33 departures. In 2000, the City completed a 
planning study of the district that recommended improvements that would allow the district to 
achieve a total buildout of at least 6 million square feet. Various public improvements are 
planned, including a new Orange Line station within the district, roadway improvements, 
renovations and expansions to the riverfront park, and improvements to pedestrian and bicycle 
access to the district. The City purchased a 9.3-acre railyard in 2000 that will be offered for 
redevelopment in the near future. That parcel will be the location of the planned MBTA station, 
and will also serve as the commercial hub of the district, where densities are anticipated to be the 
highest. In March of 2001, the City passed interim zoning that allows increased densities in 
return for higher amounts of open space and the meeting of design standards. The City is 
generally trying to attract office and R&D uses to the district, due to the higher tax revenues such 
uses generate. 


An increase in the number of overflights in the vicinity of the Mystic River and resulting noise 
impacts is inconsistent with the City of Somerville’s land use plans. Other regional land use 
plans such as the South Boston Seaport development would be adversely affected as well. These 
are jus: two examples of Massport’s inconsistencies with land use plans. 


Evaluation of Alternatives 


The document presents several potential alternatives for evaluation in order to reduce delays at 
Logan Airport. However, Massport has chosen to focus most of the analysis on Alternatives 1A 
(“Preferred Alternative’) and 4 (“No Build”), rather than presenting a fair comparison of the 
effectiveness of additional options. At a minimum, the SDEIS/FEIR should expand the analysis 
to include Alternative 2, which is all actions except Runway 14/32, including Peak Period 
Pricing. Alternative 3 may also achieve Massport’s goal of delay reduction, would not include 
the costly option of a new runway, and could be implemented in a relatively short amount of 
time. Less intensive and lower capital expenditure options should be further explored before 
Alternative 1A is determined to be the “Preferred Alternative.” 


Massport states that peak period pricing is not effective under the 37.5 million High RJ Fleet 
scenario. Due to the major role that regional jets will play in operations at Logan, Massport 
should be required to explore additional demand management alternatives, besides peak period 
pricing in order to provide an effective “no-runway” alternative for delay reduction. 


Regional Issues 


The SDEIS/FEIR is inconsistent in determining the “impacted area” related to this project. The 
document makes much of the importance of Logan as a whole to the overall economy of the 
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region, but limits consideration of adverse impacts and mitigation to the specific project. The 
project must be considered within the context of the overall impacts that Logan Airport 
operations and activities have on the surrounding communities, including those outside of the 69 
dB DNL contour. A comprehensive assessment of health effects of Logan operations on 
surrounding communities should be performed, regardless of the approval of the project. 


It has been stated repeatedly throughout this process that a regional transportation plan is needed| 
Chapter 2 of the document discusses at length the role of Logan within the New England region 
and the operations of other airports. It also describes, in Section 2.93, “Massport’s Initiatives in 
Support of Regional Alternatives.” However, some of the more recent efforts such as the New 
England Airports System Study should have been completed prior to the SDEIS/FEIR in order to 
fully evaluate the proposed Logan expansion, rather than completed as an after-thought or follow 
up to a project proposal which will significantly impact the Boston area. This SDEIS/FEIR is the 
last real opportunity for the communities to have a voice in the future as determined by Massport 
and it is irresponsible for Massport to push this project through without completing the planning 
process. A true regional plan should include the goals of reducing the growth rate of jet aircraft 
operations at Logan to essentially zero. Absorbing passenger growth rate in larger aircraft with 
higher load factors and shifting passengers and freight to other modes of transportation and to 
other airports could accomplish this goal. 


PRAS 


Mayor Kelly Gay’s comments during the April 25, 2001 public hearing focused on the 
inadequacies of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) as a basis for the proposed 
project and the City’s objection to the reference to PRAS as a response to Somerville residents’ 
concerns. This section supplements those comments with additional concems raised by the 


SDEIS/FEIR. 


Section 4.3 states that PRAS was developed with input from community representatives. Why 
aren’t the names of the communities listed? The list will most likely indicate that the 
communities northwest of the airport (including Somerville), which will be impacted the most by 
the Preferred Alternative and the “greater achievement of PRAS goals,” were not involved in the 
development of the PRAS almost twenty years ago. The document states that twelve 
communities were represented in development of the PRAS but the CAC now represents twice 
that amount, with twenty-seven communities participating in the CAC. As noted by numerous 
public statements, the CAC no longer supports PRAS as it currently exists. 


The use of PRAS for nighttime routing is of concern to the City of Somerville. Page 4-20 states 
“Whenever possible, controllers will simultaneously use 33L for arrivals and 15R for 
departures....Dwell and persistence are ignored at night so that this configuration can be used 
extensively, and when weather permits, controllers typically use this configuration for the full 
six-hour period.” 


e Why are dwell and persistence ignored at night when this is precisely the time when most 
people are disturbed from overflights? Although the flights take off and land over water, 


Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva 
May 31, 2001 
Page 5 


many flights will turn back to cross over land to reach the final destination. The altitude 
of these “over-water” flights when they cross over land after takeoff and prior to landing 
impacts the noise in Somerville. This information is not provided within the PRAS 
discussion. 

e Section 4.3.6 discusses the increased use of “overwater routing preferences” as a 
potential mitigation measure. What potential mitigation is proposed for the communities 
that are impacted by the overflights that turn back over land after takeoff? 


Section 4.3.4.5 describes the “Historic Achievement of PRAS goals.” This section includes a 
discussion regarding “exceeding PRAS goals” as a positive statement. This is misleading 
because in order to “exceed PRAS goals,” a community would receive more than their so-called 
fair share of the air traffic and, therefore, a more significant noise impact. The statement on Page 
4-62 “the predicated PRAS conformance nearly doubles with 14/32” is an indication that the 
impact on affected communities is double as well. 


Airport Delays 


The SDEIS/FEIR presents the proposed project as a delay reduction strategy and states on pages 
4-57 and 4-58 that delays will be reduced by 27-31% (Low Fleet to High Fleet projections). 
However, the presentation of this data misleads the individual traveler to believe that the chance 
of an individual flight being delayed is reduced by 27-31% when, in actuality, the delay 
reduction would be far less. Page 1-30 states “the modeling results presented throughout the 
Draft EIS/EIR and this Supplemental Draft DEIS/FEIR represent only those delays that are 
attributed to Logan conditions.” While this section goes on to describe issues such as “delays at 
other airports make up nearly 30% of the total capacity delays experienced by Logan 
passengers,” these statistics are not included in the “Total Delay” discussion in Section 4.6.2. 
This is just one example of misleading information contained within the SDEIS/FEIR. We 
suspect that additional sources of delay such as mechanical problems and severe weather have 
also been removed from the analysis, causing the delay reduction attributed to the proposed 
project to be significantly less. 


An additional issue related to delay reduction pertains to FAA’s threshold for annual hours of 
delay. Table 4.6-2 indicates that total annual hours of delay will still be 100,000 to 200,000, 
depending on which fleet scenario is used. According to the document, “the FAA’s threshold of 
20,000 annual hours of delay which is used to identify severely congested (i.e., delay prone) 
airports” will still be greatly exceeded by Logan with the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative seems to only marginally improve the problem and again overstates any 
delay reduction benefits that could be attained by the proposed project. 


Demand and Capacity 


Pages 4-8 and 4-9 discuss the decline in Logan non-jet activity. If the proposed Runway 14/32 is 
in part to accommodate turboprops, it seems that the decline in non-jet activity would be counter 
to the purpose of the proposed project. In addition, Massport’s response to comments received by 
Somerville residents include statements such as “Total departures from Runway 33L and arrivals 
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to 15R would increase, but many of these are non-jets.” Yet the SDEIS/FEIR contends that one 
of the benefits of Runway 14/32 is to accommodate additional jets on Runway 15/33. 
Inconsistent statements about the use of 14/32 and resulting use of 15/33 are confusing and 
misleading to the reader and do not provide an adequate evaluation of the impacts of the 


proposed project. 


Pages 4-15 and 4-16 describe how “the construction of unidirectional Runway 14/32 does not 
increase Logan’s normal airfield capacity of approximately 120 operations per hour. This 
capacity is available at Logan approximately 80% of the time.” Inferring from the document, it 
seems that the capacity with two runways would be 90 operations per hour, and with one runway 
it would be 60 operations per hour. Increasing the amount of time that three runway 
configurations are available would increase the capacity of the airport, in spite of Massport's 
assertions that it would not. Even if one accepts Massport’s argument that a new runway will not 
stimulate demand, the total number of flights will increase. Why is 120 operations per hour 
assumed to be the ultimate goal? 


Air Traffic Distribution 


The use of percentages throughout the document is misleading in determining the impacts of the 
proposed project. For example, page 4-63 states “the Preferred Alternative increases operations 
over water and achieves a more balanced distribution of operations over land.” Table 4.6-5 
presents the distribution of jet aircraft operations according to percentages to supplement this 
statement. However, the actual number of flights is not provided in this section and this is the 
information that is the most revealing. The TOTAL number of flights will increase and will be 
spread out over more communities. Table 4.6-5 misleads the reader to believe that flights to the 
north and south will be reduced when in actuality, these areas will essentially remain unchanged 
in terms of the total number of overflights. The percentage of flights is shown to decrease to the 
north and south because it is a portion of a larger total number of flights at Logan in general. 


Northwest-Wind Restriction 


Page 4-4 states “The proposed runway will improve Logan’s reliability and reduce delays by 
preventing the decline in airfield capacity that now occurs in northwest winds.” However, the 
document states that a “northwest wind restriction would sacrifice a portion of the delay 
reduction benefits that could be realized through unrestricted usage of unidirectional Runway 
14/32.” This contradicts Massport’s position that the purpose of the proposed runway is to 
reduce delays during northwest-wind conditions and appears to support community concerns that 
this proposal is a document for capacity-building/expansion, not a delay-reduction proposal. The 
document further states, “decreased usage of Runway 27 [as a result of a wind restricted 14/32] 
corresponds with other, less desirable changes in runway utilization at Logan.” These statements 
raise several questions: 

e “Less desirable” to whom? 

e Why are the numbers of people who would benefit from a wind restriction buried in the 

Appendix rather than being presented as part of the document? The Appendix indicates 
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that about 4,000 people in the 60-65 dB contour would benefit from a wind restricted 
Runway 14/32. | 

e Why isn’t the total number of people that would benefit from a wind-restricted runway 
factored into the decision about what is more or less desirable? 

e The increase in the number of flights on Runway 27 directly impacts the proposed South 
Boston Seaport development. Was this factored into the analysis for a wind-restricted 
14/32? 


Historic Properties 


The document states that an historic property is defined as any site, building, structure, or object 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places that is within the 65 dB contour. 
The EOEA Scope included additional parklands that should be included in the analysis such as 
the Amold Arboretum, Franklin Park, and the Emerald Necklace, even though each is well 
outside the contour line. Why weren’t additional National Register sites included such as Bunker 
Hill in Charlestown and Prospect Hill in Somerville, both of which are also located outside of the 
65-dB contour but are geographically closer to Logan? In 1776, the Continental Army raised the 
first “Great Union Flag” on Prospect Hill, Somerville. Several other significant historic 
properties in Somerville are located on hilltops such as the Old Powderhouse at Nathan Tufts 
Park and the Round House on Spring Hill. The location of these historic properties is pertinent to 
the topography and noise impact issues discussed above. 


Conclusion 

In summary, the City of Somerville continues to oppose the proposed Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project. The SDEIS/FEIR fails to address community concerns and has 
ignored many of the environmental impacts that this project will have on the Boston area. 


Sincerely, 
Christine Wrigley, C} 


Director, Transportation and Commercial Development 
Somerville Representative, Community Advisory Committee (CAC) 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 


CITY CLERK’S OFFICE 


Dorotuy A. KELLY GAY 
MAYOR 


JOHN J. LONG 
CITY CLERK 


April 2, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear: Mr. Pugsley: 


The Somerville Board of Aldermen, meeting in session on March 22, 2001, adopted the 
enclosed Resolution, and requested that a copy be forwarded to you. 


inserely, 


"John J. Long. 6 
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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 


~BOARD OF ALDERMEN 


DorotHy A. KELLY Gay 
MAYOR . 


MARCH 22, 2001 


RESOLUTION 


RESOLVED, That this Board of Aldermen does hereby reaffirm its opposition to the proposed 


construction of a new a 14/32 at Logan Airport. 


Submitted By: 


Te MVY Ldpley: 


Pkesident Ken EP 
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Alderman Sean T. O’Donovan Alde Ch HOS Is McCallum 


Alderman Thomas F. Taylor 
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Aid érman William A. White, Jr. 
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TOWN COUNCIL 
Paul J. Leary, President 
John F. Carey, V. President 
Colin McPherson ~ 
Thomas J. Lacey 
Kenneth J. DiFazio 
Pamela M. Jonah 
William B. Barry 
Joseph A. Connolly 

Peg Goudy 

Gregory Hargadon 
Michael Molisse 


Executive Office of Environmental Affairs : cpl away, 
MEPA Office | roc al 
251 Causeway Street 

Suite 900 MAY 11. 2001 
Boston, MA 02114 ; | 


RE: EQOEA#10458 | 
Logan Airside Improvement Project i 


Dear Sir/Madam: 


I am the District 3 Councilor and Town Council Environment Committee Chairperson for 
the Town of Weymouth. Please be advised that the Logan Airside Improvement 
Planning Project has been an item for discussion and review within the Environment 
Committee of the Weymouth Town Council for the last 3 month period. This letter is 
written to inform you of a serious environmental concernthe that many Weymouth 
citizens have with regard to one of the improvements outlined in the Preferred 
Alternative as outlined in the Final EIR. Specifically, the construction of a new 
unidirectional runway 14/32. 


This proposed 5000 ft. unidirectional runway will allegedly result in all flights utilizing 
the-runway to take off and land over Boston Harbor. It is my firm belief that after 
reviewing the documentation within the EIR, that the expected additional take-offs and 
landings of RJ type aircraft to use this runway will result in more regional aircraft flying 


over the Town of Weymouth than what we are currently experiencing. This is 
unacceptable. Logan Airport needs to address their problems of flight delays that exist 


now and in the future without impacting the quality of life for the’citizens of Weymouth. 


g {2.3 33, By. he SEAL cee angina AA vinesrintte D794 BS 
75 Mildelle Street, Weymouth, Viassachusetis 02189 


The EIR attempts to minimize the impact that 14/32 will have for communities such as 
Weymouth by categorizing the increase in flights over the Town of Weymouth as “over- 
water flights” rather than “over land flights” because the increased flights will initially 
take-off and land over water. I can attest that although Weymouth may be outside of the 
65 db DNL noise contour, Weymouth currently experiences excessive air traffic noise on 
a daily basis and Weymouth citizens have complained in an increasingly alarming rate 
over both the increased level of air traffic noise as well as the increased occurrence of air. 
traffic. Specifically, increased nighttime air traffic has been the subject of many 
Weymouth citizens concerns during the last one year time period. 


The EIR further states that a large majority of aircraft which will take off on 14/32 do not 
cross back over land until they are at or above 6,000 feet and therefore these aircraft do 
not impact the noise contours over Weymouth. I ask this agency to verify with at least 
reasonable certainty that this assertion is true. The citizens of Weymouth can attest that 
jet aircraft repeatedly take-off from Logan and fly over Weymouth air space at an 
.elevation much lower than 6,000 feet thereby placing these aircraft within the 65 db DNL 
contour. 


Finally, it is the citizens of Weymouth position that although current data indicates that. 
flights take off and land from the south on certain flight paths over the water, many . 
flights actually curve around over Weymouth air space and become undocumented flights 
over Weymouth which affect the citizens of Weymouth. If this situation currently exists - 
and 14/32 is implemented the “real” number of flights and their “true” elevations over 
Weymouth will have an adverse impact on the citizens of Weymouth. This adverse 
impact is what I do not see being addressed within the Final EIR and I request that you 
must obtain a reasonable assurance that it has before permitting the 14/32 project . 


I would like to thank you for your anticipated serious consideration of the above concerns 
of the citizens of District 3 in Weymouth and if you should have any questions with 
regards to the above please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Respectfully, 


Kenneth J. DiFazig 
District 3 Councilor _ 
Environment Committee Chair 


cc: R. Fama 
Stephen Lathrop- 
Jane Hackett —— 


